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bags, or to its deleterious effects when ad-
mitted into the stomach as food.
That there is a poisonous rice, I have
shown, but I cannot take upon myself de-
cidedly to pronounce what rice is ahso-
lutely yood. For, although I attempted,
over and over again, to institute a series
of experiments, having this object in view
in India, yet I was constantly thwarted in
my attempts, and never could succeed in
establishing a test,&mdash;no kind of encourage-
ment, but the reverse, having ever been
given to this pre-eminently important in.
quiry. By the effects of rice alone, there-
fore, this question must be determined.
I have had much pleasure in perusing
the letter from Mr. Dunn, because facts
are what I solicit, and not opinions. By
this letter, therefore, is’established the fact,
that in a House of Correction in York-
shire, cholera prevailed, notwithstanding
all the endeavours of the Governors and
others to furnish pui-e wheat flour to the
prisoners. This is the utmost extent of
Mr. Dunn’s statement. But to render the
proof complete, it is necessary to produce
a test, by which it can be undeniably
shown, at the moment of its being eaten,
that no rice flour, or kun, has been mixed
with the flour after the corn has been
ground. This is one great point which
requires determination, because in India
it is a notorious fact, that wheat four is
abstracted in large quantities, and rice
flour substituted in its place, from a sup-
position that the weight of the eiitii-e mass
of flour is thereby increased. With re-
spect to the substitution of rice for pota-
toes, I can offer no further remark, than
that I have never declared all rice to be
bad, nor that the disease it produces is
uniformly cholera. The rice may, there- I
fore, produce, should it be bad, t delete- I
rious effect on those who partake of it, li
although the disease thus produced may I
appear to the medical gentlemen in attend-ance to originate in some other cause.
In conclusion, let me observe, that as I
Mr. Dunn joins in cordially thanking me
for having established the fact of delete- f
rious rice bsing " for sale in the markets I
of England," I conclude he will be careful
as to the description of rice which as given I
to the Wakeueld prisoners. Consequently
the result of that description of food, what- I
ever it may be, cani-iot affect the fact, that
there is a deleterious species of rice hi the
markets, and that its use ought to be
avoided as food.
I remain, Sir, i,
Yours very obediently,
R. TYTLER, M. D.
London, Nov. 4th, 1833.
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LETTER FROM DR. BIRKBECK.
To tlae Editor of THE LANCET.
SIR,&mdash;In the very able and comprehen-
sive report of my observations at a late
meeting of the Westminster Medical So-
ciety, introduced into your publication of
Saturday last, I have noticed with regrettwo very material errors. They are of so
much importance to the parties alluded to,
as well as to myself, that I am persuadedyou will secure their correction, by givingimmediate insertion to this letter.
‘ When speaking of the contest between
Mr. Ellerby and Mr. Salmon, I am re-
ported to have said, " But, Sir, the mo-
ment it was in the power of Dr. Clutter-
buck and myself to bring forward the sub-
ject of this law, we did so, and, as you may
suppose, wewere strengthened in this stepby the unfortunate contest in which Mr.Salmon was engaged with Mr. Ellerby-
with honour to those gentlemen, I assure
you, notwithstanding what appears to be
the impression of some gentlemen." Now
the words which I did actually utter, as I
find them elsewhere reported, and also as
I distinctly remember, were the follow-
ing :-" In the unfortunate contest in
which my estimable colleague was ho-
nourably, most honourably, engaged, I
can assure you, notwithstanding what the
gentleman (alluding to Dr. Epps) has in-
sinuated to the contrary." I have always
believed, and documents now in my posses-
sion establish the belief, that with Mr. El-
lerby and his supporters, the disgraceful
practice of making money votes, in this
instance, originated; and I have, conse-
quently, always expressed, strongly and
severely, my opinion of his part in the
transaction. It was impossible, therefore,
that even by any conceivable inadver-
tency, I could have applied the epithet
" honourable" to him. That it could with
justice be applied to Mr. Salmon, who
did unquestionably make votes of a simi-
lar description, only becomes possible in
consequence of knowing, as I do know,
that snch votes were created by him in
self-defence (after having already endured
two contests, and conscious of possessing
the support of the real governors of the
charity), against direct purchase on the
part of his opponent. This will be found
to be satisfactorily established, by refer-
ence to the facts advanced by Mr. Salmon
n his address to the Society, as reported
in your subsequent pages.
’ The second mistake, involving the con-
duct of my early and excellent friend Mr.
George Young, for a considerable period a
distinguished surgeon in This metropolis,
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is contained in the following paragraph:-
" Such an individual would once actually
have been elected on the faith of his pa-
per qualifications, had he not miscalcu-
lated by a few pounds the sum his’ rival
was going to pay to secure votes." Here
I stated, although I cannot recall the pre-
cise words, that Mr. Young, fully relying
upon his professional reputation, which at
once secured for him numerous promises,
did not make any votes during the pro-
gress of the election; whilst his opponent,
perceiving the weakness of his cause,
made upwards of four hundred. Had this
very inferior, and almost unknown, candi-
date extended the power of his purse a
little further, he would have been success-
ful, for Mr. Young had only a majority
of five.
I remain, Sir,
Truly yours,
GEORGE BIRKBECK.
. 50, Broad Street, Nov. 4, 1833.
B
LETTER FROM DR. EPPS.
To the Editor of THE LANCET.
SIR,&mdash;I read this evening the Report of
the meeting of the Westminster Medical
Society, and of the speeches on that occa-
sion ; and, although full, in my opinion,
the points on which I rested my oppo-
sition to the vote of cordial thanks to the
ex-officers of the Aldersgate Dispensary,
are (from the enumeration of the facts
I detailed not being given) sufficiently
apparent. The principal points on which
I rested my opposition, were the follow-
ing :-first, that Drs. Birkbeck, Clutter-
buck, and Lambe, joined an institution in
which the law they now condemn, naked
and in all its deformity, existed. And,
secondly, that Mr. Salmon had made use
of the vote-making law at his contested
election with Mr. Ellerby. Now, it
seemed evident, that if the first three gen-
tlemen had been influenced by a regard
for the dignity of the profession, they
would never have united themselves with
an institution having a law they now so
condemn; for surely, if it is contrary to
the dignity of the profession, Now to
remain united to an institution having the
law complained of, it was equally con-
trary to the same dignity then to join the
institution, having a law less protected
than the one now complained of. And
yet these three gentlemen did join the
charity, having this law as one of its
standing laws. It may be said, that
" you, Dr. Epps, would have done the
same." Well, may be ; but these gentle-
men stand upon the principle; that prin-
ciple being put forward, we’ must test
their conduct by that principle. They
take high ground, and, as thus standing,
they must be examined. Dr. Birkbeck
managed to lead the society away from
this point, by arguing as if I had stated
that he and the two other physicians had
made use of this vote-making law-but I
said no such thing. I knew that there
was no contest when these gentlemen
joined the charity, and therefore there
was no need, on their parts, to use this
law, and I .believe that Dr. Birkbeck
would not have so disgraced himself if
need had existed ; and so also those who
know the two other gentlemen most likely
believe in reference to them. What I com-
plain of was, that these three gentlemen
joined an institution having the law com-
plained o,f’-the law so ’derogatory to the
dignity of the profession. Dr. Birkbeck
says he had not seen this law. Surely he,
however, would read the laws after enter-
ing the institution, and yet, from 1807 to
1824, the period between Dr. Birkbeck
entering the institution and bringing the
law forward, passed (perhaps Dr. B. will
correct me) without any attempt to amend
the law. Again, in regard to Mr. Salmon,
this gentleman has acknowledged that he
actually did make use of the law com-
plained of, and made voters; and it is on
this ground that I could not consent to
give the cordial thanks of the society to
him. It is true, Mr. Salmon did not
make use of the law at the two first
elections. Why did he sacrifice the
principle of not purchasing an office at
the third? He explains WHY. That ex-
planation I could not deem sufficient, and
therefore refused to give my " cordial
thanks" to him, as an ex-medical officer,
for his " disinterested conduct." To
apply to yourself, Sir. What would have
been thought of you, if, when a candidatefor Finsbury, you having stated that you
would not spend a farthing on the contest,
had, in the hope of getting in as member,
declared, that as (supposing a case) your
opposing candidate used money, you
would spend money in making voters’?
Would you have talked about adhering to
a principle? Would you have thought
that the means justified the end? No,
Sir, I consider that your conduct in re-
fusing even to canvass, when a little can-
vassing would, I have reason to know,
have brought you in victorious, has ele-
vated you very high in the estimation of
your supporters, and also of the opposing
candidates.
I feel proud, Sir, that I have been per-
mitted to raise my opposing voice againstthis voted " cordial thanks," and feel con.
vinced that when medical morality shall
